"the science of government being therefore so practical in itself and intended for 
such practical purposes -- a matter which requires experience, and even more experi- 
ence than any person can gain in his whole life, however sagacious and observing he 
may be — it is with infinite caution that any man ought to venture upon pulling 
down an edifice, which has answered in any tolerable degree for ages the common 
purposes of society, or on building it up again without having models and patterns 
of approved utility before his eyes." 

benzene # n J june 9", 1983 special antidisestablishmentarianism issue 

it has been noted, by theodore bernstin, myself, and others, that the meaning 
of a descriptive word will tend to become less descriptive the more the word is 
used, professor bernstein advises that while language must be allowed to change, 
this particular type of change is to be resisted, one way to do that, I've found, 
is to take advantage of the fact that a word carries not only its current meaning 
but a whole history of meanings, i find that i like to use words in such a way 
that they make sense according to their common meaning, even as they communicate 
more elaborately thanks to their historical baggage, thus, for my classically 
inclined raders, an odyssey is a multiply distracted attempt to get home, and it's 
still a long trip for anyone else, and to prove a rule, anyone knows, is to demon- 
strate its accuracy, but to some it is to do so by exploring (probing) its logical 
cavities and discovering that none of them is a breach in the logic (or perhaps, 
exception-like, that one is). 

"conservative" and "liberal" are two words which have been worn almost to 
meaninglessness, but which are nonetheless so familiar that i can't bear to throw 
them out. except when i'm being careless (about 5Q% of the time in bz and 9<# 
elsewhere), i try to use them in a way that makes sense In today's political 
climate, but still evokes the more historic philosophies, in my mind, liberalism 
is most closely associated with john stuart mill and his extolment of democracy 
and individual liberties, it is not exclusive (not now, anyway) of conservatism 
which to me is synonymous with edmund burke and his sentiments like the ones at the 
top of this page. 

this is benzene , an approximately monthly ^>$zene published by ignatz jerome 
"mark" lew, who resides (15 minutes by bus or car from the center of west coast 
liberalism) at 4 38 vernon #103, Oakland, ca 9^6 10 and can be phoned at (415 ) 268- 
8626. sub rates are 6O0 per issue, if you send a check i'm likely to take my 
time in cashing it, so if you're fussy about that sort of thing, you might want to 
send cash, if you must send a check, please make it payable to mark and not to 
Ignatz or jerome. this issue is late, and i sometimes choose to give out issues 
free when i feel bad about being late, i haven't yet decided if 1 want to do that 
this month, if the issue number is #39i it's free; if it's #+0 it's not. 

antidisestablishmentarianism, besides being what in fifth grade we thought was 
the longest word (i've since discovered pneumonoultramicroscopicsllicovolcanoconiosis 
in Webster's new collegiate.), is the school of thought which maintains that we'd 
all be a lot better off if only there weren't so many folks out there shouting, 
"down with the establishment." (it's a nice school, too; i've been there a few times.) 

MARK LEW DEPT. 

well, the gore campaign has come and gone, after mr gore suspended it, i started 
remembering the things i don't like about him. shows how true i Am, hm? i did vote 
for him though, i felt committed, sort of. 

looking back over the primary, i am obliged to concede that dukakis's consis- 
tent "good luck" in schedule, positioning, and media spin was no accident, and 
i've come to admire very much the tactical savvy of his campaign, the centerpiece 
of the campaign's genius was how it dealt with the jackson campaign, while i 
fretted about how difficult it would be to attack jackson without causing a back- 
lash, dukakis saw that he could turn a problem into an opportunity, tapping the 
liberal enthusiasm which jackson generates even while benefitting from the contrast, 
inspired but suspicious voters are allowed to see dukakis as "just like jackson 
but...," and dukakis gets to appear in the papers as a winner every week, it's 
difficult to overemphasize- the importance (though morton kondracke tries) of jack- 
son' s influence in making dukakis look like a moderate. I'll even go one step 



further than mort and suggest that jackson has something to do with dukakis's 
reputation for being cerebral and managerial (ie, intelligent and competent). 

one morning last week there was a gaggle of young dukakis volunteers at the 
bus station in san francisco (near where i work now) and i spent a few minutes 
talking with one who was sufficiently charming and intelligent to Inspire me, a 
few days later, to pop down to the campaign headquarters where she said she'd be, 
and do a little research on the candidate, the trip turned out to be a total 
bust, not only was my bright angel not there, but the promised "position papers" 
turned out to be drivel of the she- speaks-yet-she-says-no thing variety. 

this is nothing new. when 1 was researching the presidential candidates last 
fall, dukakis was by far the most difficult to pin down on any issue, (gore was 
the second hardest, and babbitt and hart were easiest; do i sense a pattern here?) 
carl rowan said this week that "the most dismaying thing about this primary season 
is that we don't know yet what michael dukakis stands for, and we don't know yet 
what george bush stands for." 

things aren't all bad. i read recently that dukakis in fact does not support 
sen. torn harkin's (d,ia) plan to organize the agricultural industry under government 
control, i was certain i had read that he had, but digging back through my papers 
i can't find any indication of it, so i figure i must have been mistaken, (even 
though i'm not an agricultural economist like scott, i like to pay attention to 
a candidate's position on farm policy because i find it's a handy indicator of how 
he relates to powerful interest groups and how he feels about the government's 
role in the economy.) this little discovery brought into question a few of my 
vague general opinions (mostly negative, as you may recall) about dukakis and made 
me realize that virtually all of my thoughts about him are based on nothing solid, 
because he said so little, my opinions about him were formed based on who was 
supporting him — dedicated establishment liberals (ex-mcgovernites, hollywood 
activists, the massachusetts congressional delegation), but now he's the darling 
of blue-collars, hispanics and moderates as well, someone is likely to be disap- 
pointed, but who? 

so now i find (as, alas, i so often do in my political studies) that i don't 
know what else to do but to disregard al3 my preconceived notions about dukakis 
and start again from scratch. 

LETTERS 

way back when, it was pointed out to me that some of my subbers have friends 
who occasionally read the zeen and such friends don't always understand the stan- 
dard dip-hobby practice of using double parentheses: i generally try to save my 
comments until the end of a letter so they come after the label "me:", but if i 
choose to interrupt the letter, i enclose my comments in double parens, get it? in 
other words, anything within double parens is a comment by the editor, this time, 
i think I'll try using quotation marks around letters, to make it a little easier 
(but don't expect me to remember to use single quotes once inside...). 

ed wrobel (3-17) excerpts: "i read here that you like smut, i haven't seen 
the commercial you wrote about, but i wonder — do you use the word "smut" for 
shock value, or, perhaps, do you see no true difference between "erotica" and "smut." 
i believe there is a difference but, like justice (stevens, was it?) i know when i 
see it and cannot define it anything with animals, especially dogs or children 
would have to be smut, while erotica would need to project a positive, playful, 
generous and loving image (but not be lustless)." 

((it has been said that erotica is stuff you like and pornography is stuff the 
other guy likes, i use the word "smut" very loosely, and Include in it anything which 
is the least bit erotic or pornographic, i don't try to differentiate between e and 
p. instead, i differentiate between smut i like, smut i don't like, smut which is 
socially harmful, smut which offends me, smut i kinda like but am embarrassed to 
admit it, etc.)) 

"i had great hopes for '30s' (as i usually write on the vcr tapes though i 
haven't taped it for a while) when it started but found the first few episodes too, 
too tragic, my god, i would think, is my life really so sad?? Where's the comic 
relief? is everything really so serious? i looked for a little relief in the next 
couple episodes — and there was some — but i haven't watched it much, for one, 
it's past my bedtime and thus requires taping, secondly, my wife has begun to say 



that she wants to save tapes of moonlighting , a frothy endeavor if ever there was ^ 
one, and obviously a marital power play, since they show back-to-back and neither - 
of us wants to save '30s,' this makes for tactical problems in temporary-permanent 
cross-taping, but since i am moving closer to my place of employment and we will 
no longer have cable (and thus watch the networks more maybe) maybe i will stay 
up later and watch it, or work out something with the tapes (short of a 2nd vcr, 
at least until we get a new car — not an audi by the way; they're junk and you 
can tell geryk i said so and not a beemer they're such a joke, i once owned a 
volvo and it was orange, it looked real nice and had great seats, but it went 
through exhaust systems every 18 months and developed a bad knock which may have 
developed from poor maintenance habits, i confess, now i like my ford, happy 
that u.s. industry seems capable of producing non-lemons regularly.) but back 
to '30s,' i did watch 10 to 15 minutes last tuesday about elliot and what's-her- 
name having split and poor little ethan having nightmares and "behavioral prob- 
lems." boy, that must have hit 50% of the viewing population right in the guts — 
it got to me and i had no kids during my first marriage — and it all just goes on 
and on like real life - where's the catharsis?...*' 

((i have a friend your age who asks the same thing, i still love the show; 
presumably it's easier for me because i'm twenty- something (and a low something 
at that), i think it's great for us non-boomers to see what real life is like 
for the rest of you. i'm a sucker for verismo any time, whether it's opera or 
television, i was just thrilled to death when they were showing a. a. meetings 
on cagney and lacey a year or two ago.)) 

"i read a sci-fi story a few weeks back whose premise was the decline in iq 
among the general population because high-iq people had fewer babies than low iq 
people, chuckle." ((i think i read that story too. by ben wattenberg, right? 
chuckle. )) 

"...1 do take issue with your dismissal of jackson as without a program 
except 'anti.'" ((i'm prepared to retract that claim.)) "ideology is what's 
important in a candidate, and what that boils down to is how will he allocate 
the nation's resources among the private sector, the military and income redis- 
tribution, jackson has a very clearly defined world-view, you may or may not 
like it (maybe it's 'anti' yours) but it's positively there and, for what it's 
worth, he's been more consistent than the other demos (for all his recent 'moder- 
ation'), on the morning of super tuesday i planned to vote for dukakis but in the 
evening i voted for jakson after reading a profile the post had done — perhaps 
this was a sneaky endorsement by the post ? — i realized my world-view matched 
jackson 's pretty much, at least in very basic terms." 

me ; did it really? jackson criticized foreign-policy he doesn't like by 
saying we have no right to impose our will on other countries, but rather than 
suggest (as dukakis does) (and i sometimes do) that perhaps it isn't appropriate 
for the u.s. to expend its efforts trying to put our friends in power, mr jackson 
simply wants to use our influence to support a different set of friends. 

i find it difficult to respect jackson' s foreign policy when i look at the list 
of foreign leaders whom he chooses to befriend, i realize it's important for a 
world leader to be willing to talk with other leaders whether they're nice or not, 
but i can't recall ever having seen mr jackson proclaim his brotherhood with the 
prime minister of canada or of britain or france or any other nation which practices 
representative democracy, on the other hand, regular recipients of his praise 
(besides the oft-cited arafat, castro and assad) include corrupt cronyists like 
the bahamas' lyndon pindling, totalitarian dictators like Zimbabwe's robert mugabe 
(whose government has killed many more blacks than botha's has), or advocates of 
terrorism like the leaders of the anc. (furthermore, there is reason to believe 
(solid evidence, i suspect, though i don't have it) that mr pindling is involved 
with drug trafficking, expect this to hit the mainstream news media in 3 to 6 
months . ) 

mor e ed wr o bel : "...i'm vaguely interested in the presidential race, you are 
brave to make so many predictions and it would be gratuitous to point out your 
miscues. ..." 



chrls carrier (5-7) excerpts: "well, the campaign '88 predictions in #7 (dated 
feb 1, 88) really flopped; let's see, you said on the gop side that "dole will be 
the republican nominee and kemp will be his main challenger," "if ... dole wins 
iowa and bush nh, (i.e., what actually happened) it'll be a close race but dole 
will lock it up in late april or early may," and that "robertson will go to the 
convention with 10-15?$ of the delegates regardless of what the front runners do." 
i might add that it is a tribute to the common sense of the average gop voter 
that robertson will go to the convention with only 2~5/o of the delegates, right 
now (may 7) robertson is listed as having 46 delegates of 1560 chosen thus far, 
with 717 to go. 

"on the demo side, you predicted gephardt, who placed fifth (in terms of 
reverse order of quitting) , although you admitted your "certainty of that . . . 
(is) almost none." but, you also state that babbitt was a very likely winner, 
and dukakis got your "most likely to drop out early vote." i think the reason 
your predictions were so far off the mark is because you read news articles 
"what if..." instead of polls." 

me: yeah, yeah, yeah, except for the gephardt one, all of those sound 
pretty ludicrous in retrospect, this was all before iowa, but other than that, 
what can 1 say? the obvious question is, why should you guys pay any attention 
to what i say in future issues, considering my lousy record; and 1 have no 
answer . 

by the way, although only 46 or so delegates are officially pledged to 
robertson, i think you'll find that quite a few more are personally comm tted 
to him, so expect them to have some effect on the platform and on the rules for 
'92. anothing thing i predicted in #7 was that after super tuesday, race would 
be the dominant issue in the democratic debate, while it didn't exactly dominate 
like i thought it would, one has to say there weren't any other more important 
issues, (come to think of it, there really weren't anjr issues in the democratic 
debate, were there? no wonder i still don't know anything about dukakis....) 

you are quite wrong when you say I'd do better to look at the polls, except 
for the ones taken only a day or two before the election (and sometimes even then), 
polls have a prediction record just as bad as mine, i don't base my predictions 
on "what if" news articles as you suggest, though I'm pretty sure that i'd do 
much better if i did. there are about 30 or so journalists who are consistently 
accurate in their appraisals, even the upsets were predicted by a minority 
opinion on the weekly pbs shows, (elizabeth drew predicted robertson 's strong 
2nd in iowa, and jack germond (i think it was him ) predicted bush's finish in nh. 
the polls got both of those wrong, even in their last-minute analysis.) 

mxe chiris carrier: "who are you supporting for president now that gore is 
out? i would have voted for gore over bush for many of the reasons you stated." 
((that surprises me very ..much. ) ) "however there is no way that i will vote for 
dukakis, who is willing to tolerate, among other things, an armed communist base 
on the north american mainland, this is my main reason to vote gop this year, 
although with traditional demo mismanagement of the economy the choice to vote 
republican is obvious." 

me: gore was still on the ballot and 1 did vote for him. (i probably wouldn't 
have voted at all but i wanted to say "no" on all the bond issues, some might say 
i oppose campaign reform; wildlife, coastal and park conservation; public transit; 
school facilities; veterans; earthquake safety and housing rehabilitation; the 
santa rita jail project; low-income housing; and neighborhood services, but i 
prefer to think of it as opposing "annual revenue loss estimated at $9 million," 
"authorizes $776 million general obligation bonds," "increased appropriations of 
up to $700 million," "increased appropriations authority of up to $1.6 billion," 
"a bond issue of $510 million," "a bond issue of $1 billion," "a bond issue of $800 
million," "a bond issue of $150 million," etc. i figured if i got my way, i'd 
save the state $5§ billion — about $200 per person.) 

i'm not going to even think about supporting a candidate in the general 
election until October, i found that when i made the decision to support gore 1 



lost a lot of my perspective for intelligent criticism, i don't regret having 
done so, but i don't want to do so again for a few months at least, my 
main interest at the moment is trying to figure out something about dukakis. 
the essence of the dukakis candidacy's appeal to mainstream demos is that it 
allows them to pretend that it was their candidates and not their ideas which 
have been discredited over the last 20 years, now they can say that all their 
plans would have worked if only they had somebody with the know-how to put them 
into effect ~ hence the emphasis on the competent, manager image, if dukakis is 
what the demos think he is, i don't think 1 want him, but i wonder if they aren't 
fooling themselves. I'm pretty sure they'll be disappointed with his budgets, 
but how much and what else, i still can't guess. 

bar bar a passoff (3/ 1*0: i was interested in your bit on animal rights, but 
quickly decided that you really did not know wh£ people defend animal rights, do 
you really know enough about what we find so immoral in factory farming, or animal 
testing, or furs or any other instance of animal abuse — even torture (and if 
you find the word torture too harsh, you should find out what people do to veal)? 
how can you argue, or rather attempt to explain, why people believe what they 
believe if you do not really know or understand what they believe? because you do 
not believe it, or understand it, does not mean that you can rationalize it away, 
i do not believe in faith, as a concept, but that does not mean that i can dismiss 
it, or rationalize it away, how can i because i don't understand it? just as you 
do not understand why i am for animal rights, it is a question of morality, of 
what is right and just, i don't feel threatened by those who abuse animals, or 
disagree with me — i just feel saddened and disgusted, and guilty, yes, we all 
share in the guilt of animal abuse, and those who condone it, or rationalize it, 
or who refuse to understand it, or are too selfish to give up their luxuries in 
life, are the ones who feel threatened by us. it's their self-interest they want 
to be predominant, they are the ones who are afraid, they are the ones who need 
to confirm their superiority by subjugating the lesser animals." 

ins '. well , you 're right about one thing anyway: i am rationalizing about 
the subject, that's not at all the same as dismissing it. it's precisely because 
i don't dismiss the feelings of people like you that i find them interesting enough 
to reason about them, (but i wonder if you don't use the word "rationalize" a 
little differently, it almost sounds as if you think reason is bad. do you?; 

it strikes me as odd that you don't believe in faith, you repeatedly express 
doubt that i " understand " your feelings. I'm not sure exactly what it is you want 
me to understand, yes, i know what happens on factory farms, yes, i know what they 
do to veal (and i've got no problem with the word "torture"), there are plenty of 
animal rights activists right here in berkeley (more than you have there, i Imagine), 
and i've listened to some of them speak, i doubt that there's any significant 
sentiment i haven't heard, if there is please tell me. meanwhile, I'd be very 
interested to know if it's even conceivable to you that someone could "understand" 
your point of view, and not share your feelings, if not, i can only suspect that 
in your mind somewhere you are equating understanding with agreement; and that, to 
me, is a clear indication of an argument of faith. 

i suppose i don't object to your characterization of anti-animal-llberationists 
as self-interested, certainly i don't want to give up my animal products, and cer- 
tainly i'm annoyed by the assertion that i ought to. try to understand mjr point of 
view, to me it looks rather like you're trying to deprive me of an arbitrary 
collection of goods — rather like you might feel if i told you you have to stop 
using, say, all glass products, by the way, you never did answer my where-to-draw- 
the-line question, i'm willing to pursue this one step at a time, just tell me this, 
is it wrong and unjust to kill insects? 

.john mlchalskl (i/ifr or so): "yes, i still support jackson, and for the same 
reason i'd vote for Wallace: a vote for this guy is a slap and scare to all the 
others." 

((and are you still calling yourself a "reactionary" 



did sh:: put ok his knowledge with his fgwer? 

a liberal friend of mine mentioned to me recently that in jesse jackson she 
has found, for the first time, a presidential candidate whom she can "agree with 
about 90^ of the time." prefacing my question with apologies so as not to offend 
her too much, i asked her how it is possible for any reasonable person to agree 
with jackson 9&fo of the time when there is no 90£ of what he says which agrees 
with itself, her response was that while he may be inconsitent in specifics, he 
does provide a coherent set of goals, ideals, visions, etc., and that is what 
she finds significant, as a matter of fact, it is not in his specifics (which are 
fairly consistent, though net always factual) that i see jackson' s fundamental 
conflict, but in his message and in the longings he arouses in his constituency, 
i didn't think to pursue that idea with my friend, partly because my thoughts on 
the matter are still pretty unformed and partly because i got caught up in the 
not-quite-as-interesting issue of the jackson candidacy's prevailing lack of 
regard for specifics (just as i'm about to do now). 

a few months ago, i was mailed an unsolicited sample of z, a radical progres- 
sive journal, in it one columnist, explaining why he favored jackson over "simon 
and the other simpletons," wrote, "a rainbow coalition grass roots activist won- 
ders, 'since we want human international policies that always benefit -recipients, 
why not say so? since we want economic efficiency only to facilitate humane ends, 
why not put the ends first?'" 

the ends are not and should not be put first because it's not sufficient 
to have noble goals when one has no idea how they can be reached, progressives 
are guilty of ideological arrogance when they interpret the other democrats' 
willingness to accept half measures, to compromise, or to embrace "the system," 
as an indication that they don't care as much as the stalwart progressives do. 
it is clear to me that other demos as well as most republicans are just as eager 
to preserve the rights and meet the needs of minorities, the poor, and other 
trodden-upon groups, but, unlike jackson supporters, they realize that in the 
real world good things will happen when we find ways to make them happen, not 
just because we wish for it hard enough, today's progressives seem to believe 
that- deserving p so pie will automatically be provided with all the care they need 
as long as nothing gets in the way to prevent it. accordingly, they conclude 
that we can achieve social justice if we just dispose of the existing, uncaring 
political system, and if we all care hard enough. 

whenever i debate the jackson candidacy with my progressive friends, i feel 
like i'm trying to dissuade my daughter from dropping out of school and running off 
with some silver-tongued swain whom she's fallen for. "but he loves me, daddy, 
he wants only the best for me." so what? who's gonna pay the rent? how're you 
gonna eat? "we'll live on love ." yeah, right. 

john Mclaughlin department 

well, i won't let chris spoil ray fun. there are still three predictions 
left to be made this season and i'm determined to make them: bush-alexander 
will defeat dukakls-glenn 279 to Zk$, i'd very much like to get similar pre- 
dictions from all my readers — even if you pay little or no attention to poli- 
tics and can only hazard a wild guess, and even if you agree with.... 

mark berch (4-27) i it is too early as of april 27 to sensibly predict a winner, 
"bush vs. dukakis" is a very roughly equal contest, and the factors which will tip 
it one way or the other just haven't developed yet: 

1. vp choices, this can be a disaster (eagleton) or a huge help (johnson). 
dukakis ("md") as the more regional candidate can gain a balance in that regard 
and could shore up a perceived foreign policy weakness, if the liberal elements 
in the party could accept nunn, and he wants the job, a choice of nunn would be a 
powerful addition — but those are big ifs. bush ("gb") has the advantage of 
choosing second, and has some good names — either dole or jack kemp would be 

an important plus. 

2. is md perceived as being fair to black voters? if jackson is perceived 
as not being treated respectfully, many black voters just won't go to the polls, 
md can't totally control perceptions here — jackson will have a lot to say here, 
however, if md is seen as pandering to blacks, conservative democrats and indepen- 



dents will do worse — they'll vote for gb. twin problems here make this a 
risky point, but, if he can pull this off, he'll get points as a shrewd poli- 
tician, a "unifier" — and people want to see that ability in a president. 

3. can bush gain the support of the most conservative wing of the party? 
they could sit th election out. bush is viewed as an establishment, centrist 
republican (a largely accurate assessment) who is not deeply committed to impor- 
tant causes, these people are winnahle for bush, but can he actually do it??? 

4. irangate. an imponderable . the trials may or may not end or even 
start before election day. this could help or hinder bush, i think most ameri- 
cans feel that bush is probably hiding something, and that may be holding him 
back a little, if that feeling evaporates, bush could be helped, but who 
knows what walsh has found out?? unpredictable events could be important here, 
suppose one of the missiles we sold iran sinks a u.s. ship? it's unclear to 
what extent the democrats will try to use irangate as an issue — it's risky 

to do this while a trial is going on. but bush is vulnerable because he has 
changed his story, and a key element of his story (that he wasn't at a crucial 
meeting and thus didn't understand what the plan involved) is disputed by 
5hultz. 

5. the flow of events and issues, don't scoff, i think issues will be 
much more important this time than in 1984, because then, personalities (reagan 's 
great personal popularity, and ferraro being a woman) were so important then, gb 
has the advantage here with regard to foreign policy issues, not only because 
he's so knowledgeable, but because a sitting administration has such tremendous 
abilities to affect events, such as arms negotiations, and because a sudden for- 
eign policy crisis tends to help the party controlling the white house, but on 
domestic issues, the democrats' control of the senate gives the reverse effect, 
they can serve up issues that highlight the fact that reagan is a lot more popular 
than some of his positions, a good example is bush having to support reagan' s 
unpopular and unsuccessful veto of a major civil rights bill, another one brewing 
now is the provision requiring companies to give 60 days notice before major 
layoffs and plant closings — reagan at xhis writing is planning to veto an entire 
huge trade bill just because of that, that's a sensationally good issue for a 
democrat to run with, particularly since a major job for them is to retrieve a 
lot of labor vote that went to reagan in the last two elections. 

6. how effective will reagan be in transferring his personal popularity 
to gb??? 

until some of these points are clarified, a prediction is of no value, for 
i think those points will determine the election. 

me : i don't scoff at any of your points, but nonetheless, like mr mclaughlin, 
i derive great amusement from the predictions game, so i'li continue to make them 
and try to elicit them from my readers. 

since last issue I've stopped defending my (unprovable and undisprovable) 
assertion that jackson can do better electorally In the general, and I'm no 
longer convinced that md is a sure loser, however, i still think it's quite 
wrong to call bush vs dukakis a roughly equal contest, the way 1 see it, dukakis's 
electoral vote will be within the range of 120-300, depending on how things go. 
at the moment, dukakis is campaigning smartly and bush is being a bozo so that 
tells me that, if trends continue, dukakis will finish in the high end of his 
range, but the range itself is based on less mutable circumstances and i don't 
see it changing, it's very difficult for me to imagine a scenario in which 
dukakis gets more than 300 votes, but it's not too hard to imagine one in which 
bush gets 400. 

the day before i got your letter, i had just read something about reagan' s 
politically inept treatment of the trade issue (there were dozens of good reasons 
to veto the trade bill, and most of them, .unlike the one reagan chose, don't 
drive the blue-collar voters back to the democratic party.)- as an amusing 
exercise, i got out my deck of cards with the states written on them and sorted 



-them into piles, quickly guessing whether they'd 
go democratic or republican assuming that the 
"reagan democrats" do indeed go back to dukakis. 
amusingly, it ended in a tie (see map) — though 
many of my guesses are far from certain (ct.nj.la). 

bush doesn't need kemp, or any other conserv- 
ative, on the ticket, the conservatives don't like 
bush, and they'll continue to grumble, but dutifully 
and reluctantly they will vote for him. it is true 
that the right-wing activists need to be inspired so 
that they'll campaign more vigorously, but 1 think 
bush should try to do that by taking some strong 
stands, rather than by choosing a running mate who will upstage him. kemp certainly 
seems like he ought to galvanize conservatives (to me he does anyway), but even i 
can no longer deny the fact that, given ample opportunity to do so, he didn't, i'm 
still not sure why, but there must be some significance to it. mr dole is a safe 
pick (ms dole as vp is a fun, but unsupportable and dismissable, idea) and if they 
can agree on a workable image-script, i think he's the second best pick (second to 
the one i'm going to mention a few paragraphs down), if he plays it right, dole 
could be instrumental in helping the republican party hang onto its share of the 
ordinary working folks, which will be enough to hang onto a few key states (say, 
il,mi,oh) and win the election, dole has the right sort of image to reinforce the 
traditional-value, work-ethic, rugged-individual, suspicious-of -liberal-agenda, 
live-and-let-live-and-leave-me-alone sort of sentiments, with or without dole, that 
what bush ought to be aiming for. it worked for reagan; maybe it needs to be re- 
shaped a bit for the 90s but it's far from dead. 

i think there's some merit to the argument that it would be useful to have a 
running-mate with a younger, new-ideas sort of image, like gov torn kean (nj) or 
ex-gov lamar alexander (tn), though neither seem to be terribly inspiring choices, 
and kean won't make it any easier for bush to deal with his aristocratic image, 
i'm not at all convinced by the big-state-gjvernor argument which suggests george 
deukmejian (ca) or james thompson (il). either one could probably keep his own 
state on the republican side, but both are rather unattractive personalities who 
will do nothing at all to boost the ticket's image nationwide. 

amazingly, even at this advanced stage of the mentioning game, i still haven't 
heard anyone mention gov bob martinez (fl), whom i consider the best choice strategi 
cally, though surely his name will come up once we hit the pre-convention hype, my 
theory is that the election is basically bush's to lose, so unlike dukakis, he needs 
to make a defensive choice, the most likely areas to be contested are the rust- 
belt and the poor south, unfortunately there are no popular republicans associated 
with those areas, so the next best thing is to fortify as many of the not-quite-so- 
vulnerable states as possible, mr martinez, i think, secures ca, tx, and fl for 
the republicans, in fl, the most vulnerable of the big sunbelt states, he gives the 
the gop home state advantage, texas and California aren't as vulnerable as florida 
(i still consider ca a basically republican state, recent polls notwithstanding.), 
but neither are they impregnable, and they're big enough that the demos might be 
tempted to focus their resources on one or both, in either, dukakis 's tactic-of- 
choice would be to try to rally the hispanic voters, but elections being what they 
are, martinez will, by the mere virtue of being hispanic (even though he comes 
across more as a southerner than anything) will block that entrance, furthermore, 
besides being relatively popular and competent, he is personally an attractive 
complement to bush (contrast even, though in a nice way); he can siphon some of 
the an ti -drug enthusiasm from the democrats' tank; and he can steal some press on 
the education "issue" (23 years in the teaching profession), bush couldn't ask 
for more, if the two aren't talking, perhaps florida commerce secretary jeb bush 
can introduce them. . . . 

i think the convention would accept nunn as a running mate, i think it only 
slightly more likely than not that nunn would agree to it. (though i think he would 




accept if they go ahead with that goofy idea of making him secretary of state as 
well.) i'm not sure that nunn would be such a great choice, though, it would 
reassure center-left academics like you and me, and Washington- based political 
pundits, but i'm not convinced it'll do as much with the normal voters, i think 
that regionality of candidates, insofar as it is relevant at all, is relevant 
no specifically because of geographic proximity, but because of personal style, 
(within the state is different; there, political machinery and greater media expo- 
sure are what matter.) a voter in alabama isn't going to vote for a candidate 
because he's from arkansas, florida, Virginia, or wherever; but he is going to 
have a more favorable opinion of someone who looks, sounds, thinks, and gestures 
in a familiar way (and in that respect, I'd consider bush to be the more "regional" 
candidate), mr nunn, i think, comes off very much like a sophisticated suhthun 
gentleman, while important voters in the south would rather see someone who's more 
jes * -plain-folks . 

furthermore, i don't think the southern strategy is the besx, one to pursue, 
texas and florida would be expensive (bo go after, unless he spends his running- 
mate choice on one of them (sen bob graham might win fl, but i doubt that sen 
lloyd bentsen would win tx). ms,al,ga,sc,nc are vulnerable, but no. more so than 
are il,mi,oh,pa,ny, and the latter are worth a lot more and can be more efficiently 
wooed, the most likely dukakis majority is the same majority i was saying gephardt 
could win a few months ago. 

of all the demos mentioned for vp, the best, i think, is lee hamilton, though 
one wonders if he wouldn't turn down the nomination, hamilton isn't overly fond 
of the limelight, and that's one reason he'd be such an effective running-mate for 
dukakis. dukakis' s chosen image is a subtle one; he does project strength, but in 
a thoughtful, subdued way which isn't immediately apparent, if this image is to 
continue working for him dukakis will need a running mate who is even more subdued, 
but preferably not weak. 

hamilton will help dukakis in all the ways nunn is supposed to but probably 
wouldn't, the nunn plan won't work because it has been over publicized and looks 
like a plcy, because nunn is just too far right for liberals to feel comfortable 
with, and because it would eventually be pointed out that nunn's area of expertise 
isn't foreign policy at all, but military strategy, unlike nunn, hamilton really 
is a centrist democrat — hesitant to embrace liberal crusades, but not a homophobic 
cultural reactionary either . if dukakis is looking to shore up his perceived foreign 
policy weakness, he should look to the man whose expertise on precisely that subject 
has made him the most widely respected member of congress. 
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i don't know how well those '11 reproduce, one is very light and one is very dark, 
both are cards with my name, one saying "republican national committee, sustaining 
member," and the other (the dark one, appropriately enough), "democratic national 
committee, contributing member." i'm not sure what my sustenance and contribution 
were, but they certainly weren't monetary. 



1988 demo- 
basis of sex 



democrat ic national committee , delegate selection rules 'or the 
cratic national convention (excerpts): "5.b. discrimination on the . 
race, age, religion, economic status, sexual orientation, ethnic identity 
origin, or color in the conduct of democratic party affairs is prohibited!" 

"6. a. 3- in the selection of each state's at-large delegation, priority 
consideration shal be given to blacks, hlspanics, native americans, asian/pacif ic 
amencans, and women " /y iC 

((hm.)) 

"5.c ...ethnics, youth, persons over 65 years of age, lesbians and gay men, 



>, persons with a high school education or less, the physically handicapped 

?n r n^V? + !J nd ,7 0d ff ate income ' and ^her groups significantly under represented 
in our party..." ((wait a minute, who are we fooling here? since when are these 
groups underrepresented in the party? (does anyone expect to find a higher propor- 
tion of, say, homosexuals in the general population than in the democratic party?) 

b^tTd^ress!?^!)) ePreSented ^ ^ Party ' it?S UPPer mlddle ClaSS White ^in^imen. 

John kelley (late february) excerpts: "well, i certainly appreciate your kind 
observations concerning the metamorphosis of likeable adolescents into adults, i 
always figured you for a pretty generous evaluator of your fellow humans — well 

at least you never seemed to have any need of ax-grinding, i'm more that way too 

TZnrL m' 1 l00 ^ in S v back on U all. i feel truly sorry for bill highfield, and 

i hope that his lot has been good since his rather vocal exit from the hobby, i 
have to give him credit; some of his rhetoric helped shock me into reform by its 

tf lL^r^o n fhem m " rlty ' ^ eaSieX ' 1 fOUnd ' t0 SUch things than 

me: "generous evaluator," hm? i like that. 
1*** i th . lnk ma ^ b ^y°^ ,re onto something which might help explain why i am slightly 
to TV myS6lf ' l3Ut 1 t f nd 1 to * wornful of those to my left and tolerantlf those 

X' / y J B l S inclination is to want to give a lot of patience and ben- 
nize this ?n tir f ********** a * d eve * "aive people and ideas, i xeeog- 

r P , y S ° 1 that 1 giVe liberal ideas a bit more ^ence than 

tn tl l V S6 ?f!% ^ ***** ^ality might grant them nonetheless i choose 

to suspend reality a little for the sake of maintaining my youthful idealism, so 

myself as extended as far to the left as one can get away with 
}^ff nfjt\*f** without being conplete- 



± 




he has none and he pro 



out of touch, 
i meet an angry, 
tient, alienated or 
just plain brainless 
liberal activist who 
clearly is not a "gen- 
erous evaluator," (most 
of them aren't, though 
the ones who are tend 
to earn my respect.), i 
find- myself asking them, 
"buddy, what business 
do you have being to 
the left of me?" and i 
•t know what the hell 



find myself answering that 
he's talking about anyway, 
or something like that, 
more john kelley: "is your name really 
sounds germanic or possibly east european. 
that h^VV Sad cominentar y on the teains and judgment of the american voter 

tert L 8 i eVe ^°?f, 6186 t0 1611 hlm Wh ° m t0 VOte f0r? if someDne H^s al 
gore (for example;, why like him less if he were to bomb in iowa? who the hell cares 



i'm curious as to its origin. 



about the preference of the iowans, new hampshireans, or for that matter wash- I I 
ingtonians? my usual boycott is in full apathetic swing for the current exercise 
in idiocy and futility. 1 still follow the process just to be up on current 
affairs, but not because i think there's much to the whole fiasco. 

do you feel that the media reflects public opinion? i would offer the feeling 
that the media writes what will sell to the public, which likes to hear enquirer - 
style dirt more than it desires facts or intelligent opinions, since i consider 
the media to be an economic response to the public's nerve-ending-based desires, 
i do agree that the public basically asks for and deserves the, media's behavior, 
if that's what you meant by your observations. 

me: that's exactly what i meat, though my words were less precise, the 
point is, we get what we ask for and we're fooling ourselves if we blame the media 
for our own inanity. 

ignatz is the german form, i believe, polish is ignacy, as in 
paderewski . the name pops up in various forms in just about every european lan- 
guage, the latin is ignatius and it was a fairly common name among romans. there 
was an early christian martyr of the name, i think he was a persecutor- turned - 
evangelist like paul . must have been sort of famous because i've heard of him, 
and that's not one of the topics i know well, i've been told that ignas is the 
latin spelling of aeneas, but i'm suspicious of that. 

GOSSIP 

i see that the questionability of house speaker jim Wright's record has finally 
spread beyond right-wing rags like national review and into the mainstream press, 
mr wright's disingenuously cooperative reaction only reinforces the impression i've 
formed listening to him on c-span and reading the various murmurs in nr, his aw-gee- 
shucks demeanor notwithstanding, the speaker is an extraordinarily sly old fox- who 
knows, even better than most successful politicians do, exactly what he's doing, i 
will be surprised if he is found to be in violation of any laws or rules, i'll 
also be surprised if his deeds don't turn out to be less than admirable, as 
kinsley likes to say, the real scandal is not what's illegal it's what's 

i heard it said that the vice president has taken a small part in the wrig 
story, having spoken out a bit on the topic, if the bush campaign isn't completely 
comatose (one has to wonder these days.), bush will take this issue and run with 
it just as soon as the summit brouhaha has subsided, offhand i can't think of any- 
thing which infuriates the movement conservatives ("mcs") more than watching the 
press go after the various naughty boys in -the reagan administration while continuing 
to ignore the speaker's sleazy deeds, moderates like me like to point out that 
while mcs may grumble, they'll still vote for bush, but we have to also consider 
that if they're un enthusiastic they'll be less inclined to campaign or contribute 
on bush's behalf and thus he'll be less able to win the votes of the, um, more 
easily swayed voters, but the same mcs who are so bored by bush can hardly wait 
to engage in a wright-bashing melee, if bush wants to start looking like their 
leader, all he has to do is cry havoc and let them slip. 

more important than exciting the mcs is reducing dukakis's growing lead in 
the image game, there is little bush can do to dissociate himself from meese and 
former members of the administration, but beyond the specific associations a 
general feeling is growing among the populace that the republican party has a corner 
on sleaze, bush needs to push the wright scandal as often and as forcefully (ie, 
without whining) as he can, and with frequent mentions of mario biaggi and any 
other demo bad boys he can dig up. none of this will make the republicans look 
any less sleazy, but it will probably be enough to make voters go back to think- 
ing that all politicians are crooks, that may be cynical, but for the republicans 
it's an improvement. 

any discussion of the ineptitude of the bush campaign must sooner or later 
include something about panama. when dukakis started to harangue the administra- 
tion for its willingness to cut a deal with noriega, i said, "aha, all that success 
in the primaries has made him cocky, now he's trying tactics which are unsound." 
but amazingly dukakis has reigned unchallenged on this issue, it is frequently 
by gossips that bush is in a "no-win" situation on the panama issue. 




-what the campaign strategists ought to know is that the standard response to a 
"no-win" situation is to induce one's opponent to attack from both sides and then 
accuse him of hypocrisy, dukakis is quite guilty, he is doing to bush with 
panama what reagan did to carter with iran; taking advantage of his position 
as challenger to pretend that if he were in charge then by golly things would be 
different, reagan at least had the justification that he was posing as a tough 
guy, not afraid to show those puny countries who's boss, dukakis, on the contrary, 
is a guy who allows himself to be called an isolationist and has claimed that the 
monroe doctrine has been superseded by the rio treaty (which explicitly bans 
economic sanctions against latin american nations), i'm not convinced that dukakis* i 
isolationism is such a bad thing, but if he really believes it, he has no business 
chiding the administration for its inability to remove another country's head of 
state, nor self -righteously denouncing its willingness to deal with an unsavory 
sovereign, the reality of the world is that unless a president intends to 
renounce any pretention of influence in world politics, or to use military 
belligerence to force one's way in all matters (or, like dukakis's beloved u.n., 
whine and complain and pass resolutions which accomplish nothing), he's going 
to have to deal with people he doesn't like. 

carl rowan, who regularly assails the reagan administration for, among other 
things, its arrogant assumption that it has the right to decide who should rule in 
various third world countries, is now shameslessly taunting bush with the question, 
"isn't reagan seen to be weak because he can't get a two-bit dictator out of 
panama?" mr . rowan is indulging in political opportunism; he knows as well as i 
do that it's not up to america to decide who's going to run the government in 
panama. but if bush doesn't start taking a stronger stand, he might find that 
panama will have some say in deciding who's going to run the government is the u.s.. 

i'm beginning to understand why the bulk of bush's experience is in non- 
elective office, he may be good at getting things done and earning the respect 
of his peers, but he sure lacks the knack for looking like the good guy. bush's 
non-strategy reminds me of that of the union generals in the early years of the 
u.s. civil war. clearly he's got a superior position, but he nas no idea how to 
exploit it, and he's so afraid of taking a wrong step that he won't make any sort 
of strong move at all. instead he just shifts about, watching the opposition 
gradually get stronger. 

a few days ago, he came to California and said he's not so sure about offshore 
oil drilling anymore, now he thinks we should cool it a bit and be sure that we 
don't do anything bad to the environment, dumb dumb dumb, let's be realistic, 
shall we? so maybe the California polls look bad, and maybe his stand on the 
environment is a liability, but the fact is he's stuck with it. no matter what, 
he's still a former oilman, he's still a republican, and the best he can become is 
an environmentalist-come-lately, so is anyone going to decide to vote for him on 
account of his having gone from bad to equivocal on the environment issue? no. 
i know, i know — maybe he really means what he says, maybe he really does care 
about the environment, fine, when he's president he can surprise everyone and 
actually do something about it. meanwhile, if he feels he needs to improve his 
stand on the issue, he should do it by redefining the issue, not by redefining his 
position. 

the process of redefinition has in fact already begun in los angeles. the 
oil companies are trying to present their opponents as a group of rich elite liberal 
( jewish) west-siders who are so concerned about their property values that they'll 
sacrifice the economic health of the city, denying the hard-working and under- 
privileged (black and hispanic) east-siders of much needed jobs and opportunity. 

it's not the most solid argument ever advanced, but it's solid enough to take 
a stand on. "sure, i think it's great the work the environmentalists have done," 
george could be saying, "they play an important role in finding ways to build and 
develop without sacrificing the environment, but some of these folks aren't envi- 
ronmentalists at all. sure they pretend to be but if you take a look you'll find 
that they're simply opposed to all growth, you see, they've already got theirs so 
now they want to shut the door on everyone else." 

et voila! he's just asef f ectively changed his position on the drilling but 



instead of looking defensive, he puts the demos on the spot, and poses as the ' 3 
champion of the working class, now mr good-jobs-at-good-wages dukakis has to 
say hey wait a minute, i 'm not anti -growth, and then it looks like he's the one 
who's retreating. 

in one of his endorsements of bush, reagan said, "i'm going to work as hard 
as i can to make vice president george bush the next president of the united states." 
hm. my first thought was that there is one thing reagan could, but certainly doesn't 
intend to, do which i think would almost guarantee the election for bush, another 
idea i heard just this weekend from (who was it, jack kilpatridk?) is a bit less 
dramatic than dying, but still quite interesting, he suggests that bush ask reagan 
to lead the attack against dukakis, while he himself sits back and puts out 
positive messages, very good strategy, i thought, and not at all unlike how 
dukakis used jackson, come to think of it. 

i've grown accustomed to the economist ' s habit of occasionally advocating 
a quirky radical idea (like adopting a metric system of measuring time, ie, ten 
"hours" in a day) , but i was taken aback a few months ago when it advocated a 
more trendy radical idea: decriminalization of drugs, since then the idea has 
become a staple in the mainstream media's issues diet, and there are now quite 
a few prominent individuals advocating it, but as far as i know e is still the 
only serious journal to have done so. (no, i don't consider high times "serious.") 

i'm not ready to join my libertarian friends on this one. i wonder if it 
isn't too easy to be moved by the obvious advantages (ie, reducing the crime 
which results from a lucrative and illegal market) and not notice the less visible 
effects of making drugs ethically and economically more accessible, all the pro- 
legalizationers i've heard are quick to point out that of course they still believe 
that drugs are bad. but if that's the case, how can they pretend it won't be a 
very bad thing indeed when drug use increases? and it's ludicrous to imagine 
that usage won't increase, the decision to use drugs or not isn't independent of 
legal and financial considerations, surely there are plenty of people who would 
like to try drugs but decide not to because they respect the law, or because they 
can't afford to. furthermore, if drugs were legal it would be more difficult to 
maintain the ethical case against them, i believe one of the main reasons alcohol 
has done so much damage to society is that it is generally not considered wrong 
to take it (and sometimes it's even considered wrong, not to), fortunately, most 
drugs are still considered "wrong" by most americans. maybe that's an uptight and 
restrictive attitude, but it's also a bulwark against a deluge of chemical dependency 
and i for one am loath to give it up . 

maybe it would be nice if the united states were a purely individualist nation 
wherein a person is solely responsible for his own actions (and i am generally in 
favor of changes which would bring us closer to that idea) , but the fact is that 
through public property and public policy, personal responsibility is to some 
extent made common, if drug users choose to devalue themselves, the rest of us 
have to pay part of the price — in decreased safety on public roads and property, 
higher insurance rates, and higher public expenses for welfare and unemployment, 
costs like these are subtle and they can build up without anyone noticing why, but 
they are no less damaging that increases in violent crime. 



WHO'S THAT STARTING THOSE NASTY FEUDS? (NASTY BOYS, NASTY BOYS) 

me (note to simon b. , printed in ecu #9): "it was no coincidence that the 
g^ryk letter made #39. read the lead-in again, the man deserves to be treated 
with respect." 

simon billeness (response, also in ecu #9): "i don't feel that i owe bruce 
geryk any respect at all. he's shown me no consideration and his 'arguments' are 
just transparent attempts to make himself look good at the expense of other people, 
since i don't intend to waste any further space on him in ecu , i'll argue this 
further in a letter to benzene." 



1 



7 me: my assertionwas not that you owe mr geryk respect, but that he deserves 
it. that's beside the point though, because you're still not getting the idea, and 
it's my fault for being too poetic in my use of words, the reference to last 
month's lead-in was supposed to make it clear that by "respect," i don't mean any 
sort of obeisance or words of praise, but the respect for his ideas and the solid 
refutation of them without resort to ad hominem counter-attacks, even so, the 
point isn't so much that he deserves respect as it is that we deserve to ^ive it 
to him .... ~~ ' 

really, i don't think you and i are in disagreement here^ considering that you 
gave me pretty much what i was asking for in the letter, which i don't think 
i'll bother to print. 

FASHION 

i see the integration-busing-schools issue has resurfaced, this time in kansas 
city, the question is a tough one and i'm sure i don't have the answers, but there 
is one thing that always gets me about it: suppose you're a poor black kid in the 
inner city and your school is a neglected rathole which depresses kids and scares 
teachers, while the white kids are all at some happy cozy school on a hill in the 
suburbs, and let us accept the idea that the city really does have a responsibility 
to provide education for all its kids, is it harder to get an education in a run- 
down building with leaky ceilings and inoperative toilets? of course, is it harder 
to get an education when the library is nearly devoid of books and resources? 
certainly, is it harder to get an education when the best teachers strive to be 
assigned to any school but yours? seems obvious, doesn't it? but not obvious to 
the courts, they've found the problem: your school has too many black kids; we 
need to integrate it. is it harder to get an education when you're denied the " 
privilege of sitting next to a white kid? absolutely not. are you insulted? i am. 



mark d lew 
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